REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

1. Committee of the Whole — May 4, 2017

6. Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street & Development Permit with

Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031 Jackson Street (Hillside/Quadra)

Motion:
It was moved by Councillor Alto, seconded by Councillor Lucas:

1.

2;

Opposed:

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that

would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No.00520 for

3031 Jackson Street, subject to staff working with the applicant to increase the rear yard

setbacks, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be

considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met:

1. Submission of a sanitary sewer impact assessment to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering and Public Works, determining if the increase in density results in a need for
sewage attenuation, and if sewage attenuation is necessary, preparation of legal
agreements to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and
Public Works.

2. Preparation of a Housing Agreement to ensure that future Strata Bylaws cannot prohibit
the rental of units, executed by the applicant to the satisfaction of City Staff.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031 Jackson Street
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting
of Council and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 00520, if it is approved,
consider the following motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of development Permit Application No. 000475 for 3031
Jackson Street, in accordance with:
1. Plans date stamped February 3, 2017.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the following
variances:
i. reduce site width from 75.00m to 53.17m
ii. reduce front setback from 7.50m to 7.00m
iii. reduce the rear setback from 7.50m to 4.50m (to unit 10)
iv. reduce the side setback (north) from 7.50m to 2.44m (to Unit 5) and to 3.00m (to Units
6 and 7) and to 7.19m (to Unit 6)
v. reduce building separation space from 7.5m to 5.76m between Unit 2 and Unit 4
3. Retention of an International Society of Arboriculture certified arborist during construction
to ensure the tree protection plan is followed.

4. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution."
Carried

Mayor Helps, Councillors Alto, Coleman, Loveday, Lucas, Thornton-Joe, and
Young
Councillor Isitt and Madoff

Council Meeting Minutes
May 11, 2017



4. LAND USE MATTERS

4.3

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street &
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031
Jackson Street (Hillside/Quadra)

Committee received reports dated April 20, 2017, from the Director of Sustainable
Planning and Community Development regarding an application to allow for the
construction of ten, two-storey townhouses.

Committee discussed:
e Concerns about the proposed tree loss to.accommodate the proposal.
e The current proposal vs. what could be developed within the allowable zoning

and policies.

Motion:

N —

It was moved by Mayor Helps, seconded by Councillor Lucas:

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street & Development

Permit with Variances Application No. 000475

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw

Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street, that first and

second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered

by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions

are met:

Submission of a sanitary sewer impact assessment to the satisfaction of the

Director of Engineering and Public Works, determining if the increase in

density results in a need for sewage attenuation, and if sewage attenuation

is necessary, preparation of legal agreements to the satisfaction of the City

Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and Public Works.

Preparation of a Housing Agreement to ensure that future Strata Bylaws

cannot prohibit the rental of units, executed by the applicant to the

satisfaction of City Staff.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031

Jackson Street

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public

comment at a meeting of Council and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning

Application No. 00520, if it is approved, consider the following motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of development Permit Application No.

000475 for 3031 Jackson Street, in accordance with:

Plans date stamped February 3, 2017.

Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for

the following variances:

i.  reduce site width from 75.00m to §3.17m

ii. reduce front setback from 7.50m to 7.00m

ii. reduce the rear setback from 7.50m to 4.50m (to unit 10)

iv.  reduce the side setback (north) from 7.50m to 2.44m (to Unit 5) and to
3.00m (to Units 6 and 7) and to 7.19m (to Unit 6)

v. reduce building separation space from 7.5m to 5.76m between Unit 2
and Unit 4

Retention of an International Society of Arboriculture certified arborist during

construction to ensure the tree protection plan is followed.

Committee of the Whole Minutes

May 4, 2017

Page 9



4. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution."”

Committee discussed:

e Concerns about the proposals lack of alignment with the development permit
area guidelines for enhancing the neighbourhood’s character.

e The concerns raised by neighbours and the proposals alignment with various
policies and plans.

e Issues of the rear yard setbacks and proximity to neighbouring boundaries.

Amendment: It was moved by Councillor Young, seconded by Mayor Helps, that the

motion be amended as follows:

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street & Development
Permit with Variances Application No. 000475

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in
Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street, subject to staff
working with the applicant to increase the rear yard setbacks, that first
and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following
conditions are met:

Submission of a sanitary sewer impact assessment to the satisfaction of the
Director of Engineering and Public Works, determining if the increase in
density results in a need for sewage attenuation, and if sewage attenuation
is necessary, preparation of legal agreements to the satisfaction of the City
Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and Public Works.

2. Preparation of a Housing Agreement to ensure that future Strata Bylaws
cannot prohibit the rental of units, executed by the applicant to the
satisfaction of City Staff.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031
Jackson Street

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public
comment at a meeting of Council and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning
Application No. 00520, if it is approved, consider the following motion:
"That Council authorize the issuance of development Permit Application No.
000475 for 3031 Jackson Street, in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped February 3, 2017.

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for
the following variances:

vi.  reduce site width from 75.00m to 53.17m
vii.  reduce front setback from 7.50m to 7.00m
Viii. reduce the rear setback from 7.50m to 4.50m (to unit 10)
iX. reduce the side setback (north) from 7.50m to 2.44m (to Unit 5) and to
3.00m (to Units 6 and 7) and to 7.19m (to Unit 6)
X.  reduce building separation space from 7.5m to 5.76m between Unit 2
and Unit 4

3. Retention of an International Society of Arboriculture certified arborist during
construction to ensure the tree protection plan is followed.

4. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution."

Committee of the Whole Minutes Page 10
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Committee discussed:
e Various concerns with the current proposal and opportunities to enhance the
proposal’s suitability for the neighbourhood and applicable site guidelines.

On the amendment:
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 17/COTW

Main motion as amended:

3.

4.

For:

Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street & Development
Permit with Variances Application No. 000475
That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in
Rezoning Application N0.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street, subject to staff
working with the applicant to increase the rear yard setbacks, that first and
second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered
by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions
are met:
Submission of a sanitary sewer impact assessment to the satisfaction of the
Director of Engineering and Public Works, determining if the increase in
density results in a need for sewage attenuation, and if sewage attenuation
is necessary, preparation of legal agreements to the satisfaction of the City
Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and Public Works.
Preparation of a Housing Agreement to ensure that future Strata Bylaws
cannot prohibit the rental of units, executed by the applicant to the
satisfaction of City Staff.
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000475 for 3031
Jackson Street
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public
comment at a meeting of Council and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning
Application No. 00520, if it is approved, consider the following motion:
"That Council authorize the issuance of development Permit Application No.
000475 for 3031 Jackson Street, in accordance with:
Plans date stamped February 3, 2017.
Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for
the following variances:

xi.  reduce site width from 75.00m to 53.17m

xii.  reduce front setback from 7.50m to 7.00m

xiii.  reduce the rear setback from 7.50m to 4.50m (to unit 10)

xiv.  reduce the side setback (north) from 7.50m to 2.44m (to Unit 5) and to

3.00m (to Units 6 and 7) and to 7.19m (to Unit 6)
xv.  reduce building separation space from 7.5m to 5.76m between Unit 2
and Unit 4

Retention of an International Society of Arboriculture certified arborist during

construction to ensure the tree protection plan is followed.
The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

On the main motion as amended:
CARRIED 17/COTW

Mayor Helps, Councillors Alto, Coleman, Lucas, and Young

Committee of the Whole Minutes

May 4, 2017
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Against: Councillors Isitt, Madoff, and Thornton-Joe

Councillor Young excused himself from the meeting at 9:48 a.m. due to a pecuniary
conflict of interest as he lives near the subject site being considered in the next item.

Committee of the Whole Minutes Page 12
May 4, 2017



CITY OF

VICTORIA

Committee of the Whole Report
For the Meeting of May 4, 2017

To: Committee of the Whole Date: April 20, 2017
From: Jonathan Tinney, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development

Subject: Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Street

RECOMMENDATION

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that
would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031
Jackson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met:

1. Submission of a sanitary sewer impact assessment to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering and Public Works, determining if the increase in density results in a need for
sewage attenuation, and if sewage attenuation is necessary, preparation of legal
agreements to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and
Public Works.

2. Preparation of a Housing Agreement to ensure that future Strata Bylaws cannot prohibit
the rental of units, executed by the applicant to the satisfaction of City Staff.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

In accordance with Section 479 of the Local Government Act, Council may regulate within a
zone the use of land, buildings and other structures, the density of the use of the land, building
and other structures, the siting, size and dimensions of buildings and other structures, as well
as, the uses that are permitted on the land and the location of uses on the land and within
buildings and other structures.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for a Rezoning Application for the property located at 3031 Jackson Street. The proposal is to
rezone from the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, to the R-J Zone, Low Density
Attached Dwelling District, in order to permit the construction of ten, two-storey townhouses.
The proposed units incorporate single-car garages with five visitor parking stalls provided in
three locations on the site. The units are situated to retain the majority of Gary Oak trees and
trees of other species that occupy the site. A number of variances are requested for site width,
building setbacks and separation spaces.

Committee of the Whole Report April 20, 2017
Rezoning Application No.00520 for 3031 Jackson Page 1 of 5



The following points were considered in assessing this application:

o the property is within the Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation in the Official
Community Plan, 2012, in which ground-oriented residential development in the form of
attached dwellings can be considered

e the proposed building height and density of the townhouses is in keeping with the
adjacent townhouses and single-family dwellings

e the siting of the townhouses mitigates the loss of Garry Oak trees and other trees on the
property.

BACKGROUND
Description of Proposal

This Rezoning Application is to replace an existing house on a large lot (2910m?) with ten two-
storey townhouses. The proposed units incorporate single-car garages with five visitor parking
stalls provided in three locations on the site. The units are situated to retain the majority of Gary
Oak trees and trees of other species that occupy the site. Specific details include:

e a total floor area of 1217m? with a density of 0.42:1

¢ two and three unit clusters of townhouses accessed by an “L"-shaped driveway

e all units are family-oriented with three upper floor bedrooms

e retention of large Gary Oaks and open space on the northwest corner of the property

along Jackson Street
e private open space in the form of a patio or deck for each unit.

The following differences from the standard R-J Zone, Low Density Attached Dwelling District,
are being proposed and will be discussed in relation to the concurrent Development Permit with
Variances Application.

e reduced site width based on width required per dwelling unit

e reduce front, rear and north side yard setbacks
¢ reduced building separation spaces.

The design aspects of this proposal are also reviewed in the concurrent Development Permit
Application report.

Affordable Housing Impacts

The applicant proposes the creation of ten new residential units which would increase the
overall supply of housing in the area. As a condition of approval, a Housing Agreement is also
being requested to ensure that future Strata Bylaws could not prohibit the rental of units.

Sustainability Features

The applicant has identified a number of sustainability features which will be reviewed in
association with the concurrent Development Permit Application for this property.

Active Transportation Impacts
The application proposes visitor bike racks, which supports active transportation.
Public Realm Improvements

No public realm improvements are proposed in association with this Rezoning Application.

Committee of the Whole Report April 20, 2017
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Land Use Context

The area is characterized by single-family dwellings and conversions, as well as the 38-unit
Wilderness Co-op townhouse/garden apartments immediately adjacent to the north, east and
south of the subject site.

Existing Site Development and Development Potential

The large lot (2910.7m?) is occupied by a single-family dwelling. The existing house was built in
1942 and is in fair condition. It is not identified on the Heritage Register.

Under the current R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, the property could be subdivided
for a number of single-family dwelling lots with single-family dwellings of up to 300m? and two-
storeys in height. Based on the lot area, up to five lots (including panhandle lots) may be
possible.

Data Table

The following data table compares the proposal with the R-J Zone, Low Density Attached
Dwelling District. An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal is less stringent than the
existing zone.

Zoning Criteria Proposal £one itjndard
Site area (m?) - minimum 2910.70 2775.00
Site Width (m) - minimum 5317* 75.00
Density (Number of Dwelling Units 10 10 units
on a Lot) - maximum (1 per 291.07m?) (1 per 277.5m?)
Total floor area (m?) - maximum 1216.94 N/A
Floor space ratio — maximum 0.42:1 N/A
5.65 (units 1,2)
Height (m) - maximum 767582(‘(‘:;:%3;%?) 8.50
5.58 (units 8,9,10)
Storeys - maximum 2 N/A
Open site space % 48.80 N/A
Site coverage % - maximum 27.50 40.00
Setbacks (m)
Front (Jackson Street) 1:0* 7.50
Rear (east) 4.50* 7.50
2.44* (unit 5)
Side (north) 7.19* (unit 6) 7.50
3.00* (units 6 and 7)
Committee of the Whole Report April 20, 2017
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Zoning Criteria Proposal e %tjmdard
Side (south) 8.46 7.50
5.76* (units 2 and 4)
Separation Space (m) - minimum 9.00 (units 3,4,5 and units 8,9,10) 5.00to 15
7.10 (units 7,8 and 8,9,10)

. . 15
Parklrg -~ miniTure 19 (1.5 per dwelling unit)
Visitor parking (minimum) included in

: 5 2

the overall units
: : = 10 class 1 10
Bicycle parking stalls (minimum) 6 class 2 6

Community Consultation

Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for
Processing Rezoning and Variances Applications, the applicant has consulted the Hillside
Quadra CALUC at a Community Meeting held on April 25, 2016. A letter dated May 30, 2016 is
attached to this report.

ANALYSIS
Official Community Plan

The property is within the Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation in the Official
Community Plan, 2012, in which ground-oriented residential development in the form of
attached dwellings can be considered.

Local Area Plans

The property is not identified in the Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood Plan, 1996 as an area of
potential change from the current R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District; however, the
property is unusually large and located next to a multi-unit residential development. The
proposal is in keeping with the housing policies which give preference to family-oriented
townhouses over apartments, and which are designed to “fit comfortably” into the
neighbourhood. The site planning objective of minimizing tree loss is in line with the objective of
minimizing the loss of mature trees on both public and private property.

CONCLUSIONS

The large area, varied topography and large number of Garry Oaks and other tree species on
the property make a clustered, townhouse approach to its development preferable to
subdivision for single-family dwellings. The location next to existing townhouses and
apartments also suggests townhouses are an appropriate form of land use.

The two-storey building height and density of the proposed townhouses is in keeping with the
adjacent townhouses and single-family dwellings. The proposed siting of the townhouses
mitigates the loss of Garry Oaks and other trees on the property while maintaining a street
presence on Jackson Street.

Staff recommend for Committee’s consideration that the Application be forwarded to Council for
consideration and a Public Hearing date be set.

April 20, 2017
Page 4 of 5
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ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Rezoning Application No. 00520 for the property located at 3031 Jackson
Street.

Respectful submitted,

Al nston onathan

Semor Planner Sustainable Plaphing and Community
Development Services Development artment
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager:

Date: A".f'll 'lssloﬂ

List of Attachments:
e Subject Map
e Aerial Map
e Letters from the applicant to Mayor and Council dated January 12, 2017, October 10,
2016 and June 1, 2016

e Arborist report dated March 23, 2017 and March 11, 2016
e Plans date stamped April 20, 2017
e Community Association Land Use Committee Comments dated May 30, 2016
e Neighbourhood Correspondence
Committee of the Whole Report April 20, 2017
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2272 Millstream Road, Victoria, BC VIB 612 Phone/Phax (250 ) 474 - 2360
Home Page  http://mcneildesigns.be.ca Email ron@mcneildesigns.bc.ca

January 12, 2017
McNei

Building

Mayor and Council

City of Victoria,
Desi gns #1 Centennial Square, Victoria, BC
.. ¢/o emailed to Brain Sikstrom, Planner
Limited Vig —

Re: Rezone & DP for 10 townhouses at 3031 Jackson St, Victoria, BC

Dear Mayor and Council,

I write on behalf of my clients, Mr. & Mrs B Canfield, and their builder, Brothers Home Building, who wish to
rezone a large parcel for 10 townhouses. A property in Mrs Canfields family since the 1940's.

This site is central to two commercial centers, Mayfair and Hillside, plus smaller corner stores, making walking to
these within 15 minutes possible. Jackson street is also just a short walk from Quadra where bus service is excellent.
Jackson Street is also an identified bicycle route so we are served by all sustainable travel methods, and those
methods support a density higher than single family dwelling. Jackson street is very well suited to slightly higher
density being a connector to arterial roadways, bus routes, cycle routes.

We met with the NAG twice, once informal and once formally, we had delivered a letter to the door of the immediate
neighbours outlining our intent to develop the property and invited them to contact our Consultant (Dean
Strongitharm) if they had any questions. No calls to the Consultant came as a result. Subsequently, Dean went door
to door in the immediate neighbourhood offering to discuss any thoughts the neighbours might have. The formal
NAG meeting had a presentation by McNeil Designs, the comments received from both the NAG meetings and the
neighbourhood canvass have been acted upon and are now incorporated in the submitted proposal. Part of their
concerns focused on the appearance of the front units from the street, the changes were made, and were recently
supported by ADP. Other concerns were off street parking and we have arrived at our present position after
significant dialogue and direction from the Planning Dept.

There are not often larger lots in the city anymore and so this is an appropriate opportunity to develop
comprehensively without demolition of much existing housing stock. Five fee simple lots under current zone would
not leave nearly as many trees. Townhouses give the most flexibility in siting, by varying position and block size. We
were commended by ADP on how we sited the buildings and driveways around trees, and have retained a fairly large
portion of the lot near road.

We are of the view that density is not seen as paramount issue since we believe it is equivalent to R-J except for
setbacks as a result of saving trees. We further believe the arborist report clearly indicates we have developed our
proposal is such a way to save a majority of trees. Our Arborist has been in touch with the Parks Department
personnel in this regard.
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We have also carefully considered the topography and trees, following arborist's advice on which trees are the
healthiest and easiest to protect, and then situated the units to best practice. You will see a large portion of property
near the road is left untouched to retain a lot of what neighbours have come to know in way of greenspace and leaving
a wide berth for the largest tree. '

Gary Oak Tree Summary : ( excluding over grown shrubs and fruit trees shown on site plan )
Tree total : 59

Trees removed : 23

Condition of removed trees: 3 Healthy 7 Fair 13 Poor

We heard neighbourhood concerns at the outset, initially adding two on-site parking spaces above required in
response to neighbours comments., but are currently providing only the required parking at the suggestion of the
Planning staff, anticipating Council's wishes to prioritize preserving trees. Landscape design has been revised to show
all surface parking is permeable as well as some sections near entry.

Summary of Variances : ( based on RJ zoning — low density )

These are variances to R-J, not a site specific zone. ALL of these come out of siting throughout the property to retain
as many trees as possible, from both building siting and driveway location. Setbacks for windows, building
separation based on rooms and property width. Note on the contextual plan that all neighbouring buildings, primarily
the Coop townhouses are set back considerably from property lines. Most of these setbacks are for rooms that have
additional windows facing another way, or are screened well from neighbours.

Following ADP recommendations we also added windows on side elevations where suitable, and amended the siding
'band' height and incorporated it with the belly band.

Note we will also build to Energuide 80. The builder is a registered Built Green Builder.
We hope you can support this application, we feel that this type of project, over single family subdivision, allows the

best fit to retain trees and topography of lot and keeps affordability in the housing, we look forward to presenting our
project as we have to the community.

Ron McNeil, AScT. Saa.
mbltr829



2272 Millstream Road, Victoria , BC V9B 6H2 Phone/Phax ( 250 ) 474 - 2360
Home Page  http://mcneildesigns.bc.ca Email  ron@mcneildesigns.bc.ca

October 10, 2016

McNel
Building

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria,

Designs Centennial Square, Victoria, BC
<. c¢/o by hand with revised drawing sets,
Limited via .

Re: Revisions & Requested Variances, for Rezone/DP 3031 Jackson St, Victoria, BC

Dear Mayor and Council,

[ write on behalf of my clients, Mr & Mrs B Canfield, and their builder Brothers Home Building, who wish to rezone
a large parcel for 10 townhouses.

This site is central to two commercial centers, Mayfair and Hillside, plus smaller corner stores, making walking to
these within 15 minutes possible. Jackson street is also just a short walk from Quadra where bus service is excellent.
Jackson Street is also an identified bicycle route so we are served by all sustainable travel methods, and those
methods support a density higher than single family dwelling.

Jackson street is very well suited to higher density being a connector to arterial roadways, bus routes, cycle routes.

There are not often larger lots in the city anymore and so this is an appropriate opportunity to develop higher density
without demolition of much-existing housing stock

We have also carefully considered the topography and trees, following arborist's advice on which trees are the
healthiest and easiest to protect, and then situated the units to best practice. You will see a large portion of property
near the road is left untouched to retain a lot of what neighbours have come to know in way of greenspace and leaving
a wide berth for the largest tree.

Owners have recently also enlisted a civil engineer to explore site servicing , and to date it appears much of it can be
directed below the driveway to avoid root zones.

While our submission was a result of consultation with community association and neighborhood, we have also
revised some aspects after receiving feedback from the planning department ;

Now that the Senior Planners have taken on our file some of the previously noted concerns contained in the City's
July 10/16 letter, have been resolved. We are of the view that density is not seen as an issue since we believe it is
now viewed we are equivalent to R- K except for setbacks as a result of saving trees.

Although our original submission included an Arborist's report the report didn't reach the reviewing departments
during initial review. Once we became aware of the problem, we resubmitted the report and it has been circulated.
We further believe the report clearly indicates we have developed our proposal is such a way to save a majority of
trees. Our Arborist has been in touch with the Parks Department personnel in this regard.

We have removed two parking spaces, at the suggestion of the Planning staff, so as to preserve an additional two
trees. We initially added the two on-site parking spaces in response to neighbours comments. We have been advised
that the saving of two additional trees is where the emphasis should be placed.



o

Plans have had some corrections and clarification to address almost all of the concerns for missing information. We
have made clear the bulk of the deficiencies for setbacks and height are variances we wish to pursue as they are a
result of building position and driveway configuration all stemming from tree preservation.

In response to earlier Staff comments we note that this project does not require an Architect as no block has more that
four units and the proposal is therefore meeting the Architect's Act exemptions.

Building changes were made in minor aspects as garage doors and some other features for the interior units. We have
redesigned the front unit a second time to enforce the appearance of a single family dwelling on the street facade, we
had to make this a slightly larger unit than the others. as well as make it a complete departure from the other units in

plan.

As we have numerous revisions throughout the drawings, bubbles were detracting from readablility so we hope this
letter characterizes them and we can submit fewer sheets by not submitting bubbled sets. We look forward to
cooperatively working with staff to ensure we proceed efficiently from here on in.

Summary of Variances : ( unless new zone based on RK is created )

Block 2 height, variance of 1.44m, due to steep terrain and meeting a common driveway.
Block 3 height, variance of 0.17m, due to steep terrain and meeting a common driveway.
Building Separation, smallest separation is 5.76m, variance of 1.74m,

to facilitate building positions that save more trees.

Building Setbacks, to facilitate building positions that save more trees.

We hope you can support this application, we feel that this type of project, over single family subdivision, allows the
best fit to retain trees and topography of lot and keeps affordability in the housing, we look forward to presenting our
project as we have to the community.

Sincerely, R
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2272 Millstream Road, Victoria , BC V9B 6H2 Phone/Phax ( 250 ) 474 - 2360
Home Page  hitp://mcneildesigns.be.ca Email  ron@mcneildesigns.be.ca

June 01, 2016

Mayor and Council

Building City of Victoria,
Desi gns Centennial Square, Victoria, BC
Limited s

via emailed pdf

Re: Rezoning, DP for 10_Townhouses, 3031 Jackson St, Victoria, BC

Dear Mayor and Council,

[ write on behalf of my clients, Mr & Mrs B Canfield, and their builder Brothers Home Building, we wish to rezone
a large parcel for 10 townhouses.

This site is central to two commercial centers, Mayfair and Hillside, plus smaller corner stores, making walking to
these within 15 minutes possible. Jackson street is also just a short walk from Quadra where bus service is
excellent. Jackson Street is also an identified bicycle route so we are served by all sustainable travel methods, and
those methods support a density higher than single family dwelling,.

Jackson street is very well suited to higher density being a connector to arterial roadways, bus routes, cycle routes.

There are not often larger lots in the city anymore and so this is an appropriate opportunity to develop higher density
without demolition of much existing housing stock

We have also carefully considered the topography and trees, following arborist's advice on which trees are the
healthiest and easiest to protect, and then situated the units to best practice. You will see a large portion of property
near the road is left untouched to retain a lot of what neighbours have come to know in way of greenspace and
leaving a wide berth for the largest tree.

As the project successfully progresses we will also require servicing , etc to do the same and minimize impact on the
many trees retained.

We hope you can support us, we feel that this type of project, over single family subdivision, allows the best fit to

trees and topography of lot and keeps affordability in the housing, we look forward to presenting our project as we
have to community.

Sincerely,

Ron McNeil, AScT. ??.‘?gg,,'-. i
mbltr805



Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
Consulting Arborists

March 23, 2017

Brian Canfield
289 Marine Drive
Pt. Roberts, Washington 98281

Re: Proposed service corridor for 3031 Jackson Street

As requested, we reviewed the proposal to service the property by way of a single
corridor that would run along the proposed driveway access. We concur with the
proposed design and agree that the most suitable and practical location to install the
underground services is along the driveway alignment.
Garry oak trees are located on either side of this corridor and where they could
potentially be impacted by the service trench.
e Garry oaks #741, 746 and 749, on either side of the driveway near units #1 and #2
e Garry oaks #767 and 766 on the north side of the driveway near unit #3 and #768,
769, 770, 771 and 772 on the south side of the driveway opposite unit #3

We determined and outlined in the spreadsheet that accompanied our December 05, 2016
tree removal summary that oaks #746, 767, 768, 769 and 770 should be removed due to
these and other anticipated construction impacts. We further indicated that it is unlikely
that #749 could not be retained due to its location in relation to the driveway footprint,

The degree of impact on the remaining trees is dependant on the number of services that
will be installed within the corridor, the degree of separation between each service and
the depth of excavation required.

If it is determined that a wide, deep corridor is required, we recommend relocating the
easement to one side of the corridor. Such a relocation may result in the loss of trees on
one side of the corridor but would increase the chance of protecting the trees on the other
side of this corridor.

On this site, if a wide corridor is required and in locations where trees on both sides of
this corridor cannot be adequately protected, we would suggest:

e Where the service corridor enters the property and near unit #1 & 2, run the
trench down the south side of the driveway which would result in the removal
oak #749. This tree has already been identified as a tree that may not survive due
to other construction related impacts.

e The service trench should cross the driveway and run along the north side of the
driveway where it passes unit #3. Garry oak #767 which has already been
identified in our spreadsheet for removal and one additional oak #766 would be

removed.
sl
Box 48153 RPO Uptown
Victoria, BC V8Z 7THG6
Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050
Email: treehelp@telus.net
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In some instances. to reduce the width of the required corridor, individual services can be
stack or services encased to reduce the separation between individual services.

A decision regarding the removal of these trees can be made prior to construction or
made as field decision at the time of excavation.

Please do not hesitate to call us at (250) 479-8733 should you have any further questions.
Thank You.

Yours truly,
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates

L G

Tom Talbot & Graham Mackenzie
ISA Certified, & Consulting Arborists

Enclosures: Tree removal list, Possible service location diagram

Disclosure Statement

Arborists are professionals who examine trees and use their training, knowledge and experience to recommend techniques and
procedures that will improve their health and structure or to mitigate associated risks.

Trees are living organisms, whose health and structure change, and are influenced by age, continued growth, climate, weather
conditions, and insect and disease pathogens. Indicators of structural weakness and disease are often hidden within the tree structure or
beneath the ground. It is not possible for an Arborist to identify every flaw or condition that could result in failure nor can he/she
guarantee that the tree will remain healthy and free of risk.

Remedial care and mitigation measures recommended are based on the visible and detectable indicators present at the time of the
examination and cannot be guaranteed to alleviate all symptoms or to mitigate all risk posed

Box 48153 RPO Uptown
Victoria, BC V8Z 7HG6
Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050
Email: treehelp@telus.net



Key to Headings in Resource Table

d.b.h. — diameter at breast height - diameter of trunk, measured in centimetres
at 1.4 metres above ground level

CRZ - critical root zone - estimated optimal size of tree protection zone based
on tree species, condition and age of specimen and the species tolerance to root
disturbance. Indicates the radial distance from the trunk, measured in metres.

Crown spread — indicates the diameter of the crown spread measured in metres
to the dripline of the longest limbs.

Condition health/structure —
e Good — no visible or minor health or structural flaw
« Fair — health or structural flaw present that can be corrected through
normal arboricultural or horticultural care.
e Poor - significant health or structural defects that compromise the long-
term survival or retention of the specimen.

Tree status — Planned status of tree retention within proposed development
¢ Retain — Retention of tree proposed
e Possible — Retention possible with precautions
e Remove — Removal required or recommended
e Unlikely — Retention may not be possible based on tree location and
unless detailed mitigation strategies employed during construction.
e Removed — Tree has been removed previously

Relative Tolerance — relative tolerance of the selected species to development
impacts.



November 30, 2016

TREE RESOURCE
3031 Jackson (Tree Removal and Impacts)

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Assoclates
ISA Certified, and Consulling Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733
Fax: (250) 479-7050
email: Treehelp@telus.net

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition

Tree# | (cm) | PRZ | CRZ | Species |Spread(m)| Health | Structure | Status Remarks / Recommendations

0746 |37,41| 11.0 | 6.3 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Remove |Co-dominant, large deadwood, compacted soil at base.

23, Tri-dominant, located along southern property line, tri-dominant, epicormic growth, poor

0749 |28,30| 11.0 | 6.0 | Garry cak 8 Fair Fair Unlikely |annual shoot elongation. A portion of the trunk appears to be within the driveway footprint
0757 30 54 | 3.0 | Garry oak 4 Fair/Poor Fair Remove |lvy covered, little live foliage visible,

0758 36 8.5 | 3.6 | Garry oak 4 Fair/Poor Fair Remove |Covered in dead ivy, poor annual shoot elongation.

0759 23 4.1 2.3 | Garry oak 6 Fair/Poor Fair Remove |Covered in dead Ivy, poor annual shoot elongation.

0760 42 7.6 | 4.2 | Garry oak 6 Poor Fair Remove |lvy covered, little live foliage visible.

0761 |27,31| 8.5 | 4.7 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Remove |Co-dominant, large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation.

0762 37 6.7 | 3.7 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Remove |Large deadwood, twig dieback, poor annual shoot elongation.

27,

0763 |27,34| 12.0 | 6.6 | Garry oak 12 Fair/poor Fair Remove |Epicormic growth, large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation.

0764 18 3.2 | 1.8 | Garry oak 5 Fair Fair Remove |Twig dieback, poor annual shoot elongation.

0765 | 34 6.1 | 3.4 | Garry oak 7 Fair Fair Remove |Large deadwood, cavity at lower trunk.

0766 | 41 7.4 | 4.1 | Garry oak 12 Fair Fair Possible {Small deadwood, compaction at base.

Large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation. Possible retention short term, Not good

0767 | 27 4.9 | 2.7 | Garry oak 3 Poor Poor Remove |specimen

0768 26 4.7 | 2.6 | Garry oak 8 Poor Fair Remove |lvy covered, leaning, little live foliage visible, compaction at base from driveway.

0769 28 5.0 | 2.8 | Garry oak 4 Poor Fair Remove |lvy covered, leaning, little live foliage visible, compaction at base from driveway.




November 30, 2016

TREE RESOURCE
3031 Jackson (Tree Removal and Impacts)

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733
Fax: (250) 479-7050
email: Treehelp@telus.net

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition

Tree# | (cm) | PRZ | CRZ | Species |Spread(m)| Health | Structure | Status Remarks / Recommendations

0770 | 36 6.5 | 3.6 | Garry oak 4 Poor Fair Remove |lvy covered, large de.adwood. little live foliage visible.

0783 34 6.1 3.4 | Garry oak ] Dead Dead Remove |Dead tree next to house,

Pacific

0784 |22, 27| N/A | N/A | dogwood N/A Dead Dead Removed |Dead snag, ivy covered. Failed and removed previously.

0786 48 8.6 | 4.8 | Garry oak 5 Fair/Poor Poor Unlikely [Main stem failed historically, large cavity in remaining stem. Remove.
0787 30 54 | 3.0 | Garry oak 5 Fair Fair Unlikely |Corrected lean, minor girdling from power line.

0791 37 6.7 | 3.7 | Garry oak 6 Good Good Unlikely [Leaning toward neighbouring property.

0792 | 52 9.4 | 5.2 | Gamry oak 10 Poor Poor Remove [Covered in dense ivy, no live foliage visible. Unlikely to be alive

Mature tree with large historic pruning wounds, recent limb failrue, large deadwood, end-

0793 | 109 | 19.6 | 10.9 | Garry oak 14 Fair/poor | Fair/poor | Remove |weighted limbs. Resistograph test if retained.

0799 57 | 10.3 | 5.7 | Garry oak 10 Fair Poor Remove |Large cavity at lower trunk, large deadwood, rooted in rock.

0800 |17,21| 5.6 | 3.0 | Garry oak 12 Good Fair Remove [Co-dominant, deadwood, rooted in rock.

0801 20 3.6 | 2.0 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Remove |Rooted in rock.

0803 18 3.2 | 1.8 | Garry oak 6 Fair Fair Remove |Rooted in rock, twig dieback.

0811 16 2.9 | 1.6 | Garry oak 8 Good Good Remove [Rooted in rock.

0812 | 21 3.8 | 2.1 | Garry oak 9 Good Good Remove [Rooted in rock.
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Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
Consulting Arborists

March 11. 2016

Brian Canfield
289 Marque Drive
Pt. Roberts, Washington 98281

Re: Arborist review for 3031 Jackson Street

During our recent March 07, 2016 site visit we inspected and reviewed the health and
structure of the trees on the property that were previously examined by us on September
20, 2009.

We also reviewed the concept plan and preliminary drawings for the townhouse
development that is proposed to be constructed on this property.

During our examination we assigned each tree a status, based on its health and structural
condition and its location within the property as it relates to the building and driveway
footprints, service corridor and areas of other construction impacts.

Tree status — Planned status of tree retention within proposed development
e Retain — Retention of tree proposed
e Possible retain — Retention possible with precautions
¢ Remove — Removal required or recommended
e Unlikely - Retention is unlikely based on the trees location in relation to the
buildings, driveway or servicing.

Since the date of our original tree assessment several trees have died or failed,
specifically Garry oak #0783 and Dogwood #0784. The canopies of others have become
so heavily infested with English Ivy vine that there is little live foliage remaining or they
will no longer be viable once the ivy has been removed, specifically Garry oak #0753,
0757, 0758, 0759, 0760, 0768, 0769, 0770, 0792.

The following information was compiled regarding the tree resource:
1. Trees that are located where thee is an excellent opportunity for their retention
a. Garry oak #0742, 0743, 0744, 0745, 0748, 0750, 0752, 0773, 0774, 0776,
0780, 0782, 0788, 0789, 0790, 0795, 0840, 0805, 0806, 0807, 0808, 0810.
b. Douglas-fir #0754, 0755
c. Horse chestnut #0751
d. Flowering plum #1 (not tagged, located on the municipal frontage.

Box 48153 RPO Uptown 2

Victoria, BC V8Z 7THG6
Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050
Email: trechelp@telus.net



March 11. 2016 Arborist review for 3031 Jackson Street Page 2

2. Trees that are located where they will be impacted but their retention is possible,
based on how effectively the construction impacts can be mitigated.
a. Garry oak #0741, 0747, 0753, 0756, 0766, 0767, 0771, 0772, 0794, 0802
b. Ash #0777.
c. Douglas-fir #0778,
d. Monterey cypress #0779, 0796, 0797, 0798.

3. Trees having health or structural defects or that are located where their retention
is not possible.
a. Garry oak #0746, 0757, 0758, 0759, 0760, 0761, 0762, 0763, 0764, 0765,
0768, 0769, 0770, 0783 (dead tree), 0792, 0793, 0799, 0800, 0801, 0803,
0811, 0812.

4. Trees that are located outside of the construction footprints but where there
retention is unlikely due to the anticipated impacts.

a. Garry oak #0749, 0786, 0787, 0791, 0809.

b. Douglas-fir #0775

The ability to retain trees that are near the area of construction impacts and designated as
possible or unlikely will depend on the impact that is anticipated for each tree and the
options for the possible mitigation of these impacts.

The potential impacts on the site related to the tree resource may include:

1. The location of the building footprint as it related to the critical root zones
of the tree.

2. The proposed depth of excavation and any over excavation required on the
outside of footprint.

3. The size and spread of the tree canopy as it relates to the location of and
height of the building units and the subsequent canopy pruning that may
be required.

4. Any blasting and rock removal that may be required to establish a level
grade for the building units, driveway and parking areas.

5. The footprint for the common driveway access and driveways to the
individual units and the options for realignment to favour tree retention.

6. Any changes to the site grade that may be required for the driveway and
building footprints or for landscape improvements

7. The location of the service corridors and connections in relation to the
trees critical root zones and the location and size of any onsite storm water
management that may be required.

8. Any accessory building, sidewalks, patios or pathways that may be
constructed and the options for adjusting their location to favour tree
retention.

9. The removal of stumps that are in close proximity to trees that are to be
retained.

Once the concept plan has been approved and the status of each tree is finalised we can

prepare a tree impact and retention report for the purpose of mitigating the impact of the

construction on the trees that are designated for retention based on these detailed plans.
w3

Box 48153 RPO Uptown
Victoria, BC V8Z 7HG6
Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050
Email: treehelp@telus.net



March 11,2016 Arborist review for 3031 Jackson Street Page 3

Please do not hesitate to call us at 250-479-8733 should you have any further questions.
Thank You.

Yours truly,
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates

e\

Tom Talbot & Graham Mackenzie
ISA Certified, & Consulting Arborists

cc: Eric Ruygrok - Brothers Home Building

Disclosure Statement

Arborists are professionals who examine trees and use their training, knowledge and experience to recommend techniques and
procedures that will improve their health and structure or to mitigate associated risks.

Trees are living organisms, whose health and structure change, and are influenced by age, continued growth, climate, weather
conditions, and insect and disease pathogens. Indicators of structural weakness and disease are often hidden within the tree structure or
beneath the ground. It is not possible for an Arborist to identify every flaw or condition that could result in failure nor can he/she
guarantee that the tree will remain healthy and free of risk.

Remedial care and mitigation measures recommended are based on the visible and detectable indicators present at the time of the
examination and cannot be guaranteed to alleviate all symptoms or to mitigate all risk posed.

Box 48153 RPO Uptown
Victoria, BC V8Z 7HG6
Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050
Email: trechelp@telus.net



Key to Headings in Resource Table

d.b.h. — diameter at breast height - diameter of trunk, measured in centimetres
at 1.4 metres above ground level

CRZ — critical root zone - estimated optimal size of tree protection zone based
on tree species, condition and age of specimen and the species tolerance to root
disturbance. Indicates the radial distance from the trunk, measured in metres.

Crown spread — indicates the diameter of the crown spread measured in metres
to the dripline of the longest limbs.

Condition health/structure —
e Good — no visible or minor health or structural flaw
¢ Fair — health or structural flaw present that can be corrected through
normal arboricultural or horticultural care.
¢ Poor - significant health or structural defects that compromise the long-
term survival or retention of the specimen.

Relative Tolerance — relative tolerance of the selected species to development
impacts.

Tree status — Planned status of tree retention within proposed development
¢ Retain — Retention of tree proposed
* Possible retain — Retention possible with precautions
¢« Remove — Removal required or recommended
e Unlikely - Retention is unlikely based on the trees location in relation to the
building, driveway or servicing.



March 07, 2016

TREE RESOURCE

for

3031 Jackson Street

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition Relative
Tree#| (cm) |PRZ |CRZ| Species |Spread| Health Structure Tolerance Status Remarks / Recommendations
Japanese
no tag Flowering
#1 26 plum 5 Good Good Moderate Retain | Flush cut wounds, leaning. Located on municipal frontage.
0741 26 4.7 | 2.6 | Garryoak 5 Fair/Poor Fair Good Possible |Twig dieback, weeps over driveway, compacted soil at base.
0742 24 4.3 | 24 | Garry oak 6 Fair/Good Fair Good Retain _|Co-dominant with 0743, weeps over sidewalk, history of limb failure.
0743 26 4.7 | 2.6 | Garry oak 4 Fair Fair Good Retain _[Co-dominant with 0742, large deadwood, natural lean.
0744 20 3.6 | 2.0 | Garryoak 3 Fair Fair Good Retain |High crown, twig dieback.
0745 | 26,33 | 8.8 | 4.9 | Garryoak 5 Fair Fair Good Retain__[Co-dominant, small deadwood, cavity in upper canopy.
0746 | 37,41 | 11.0 | 6.3 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Remove |Co-dominant, large deadwood, compacted soil at base.
0747 | 26,42 | 10.4 | 5.8 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Possible |Co-dominant, large deadwod, twig dieback.
Close to northern property boundary, twig dieback, small deadwood,
0748 61 11.0 | 6.1 | Garry oak 10 Fair/poor Good Good Retain _[poor annual shoot elongation.
Tri-dominant, located along southern property line,tri-dominant,
23, 28, epicormic growth, poor annual shoot elongation. A portion of the trunk
0749 30 11.0 | 6.0 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Unlikely |appears to be within the driveway footprint
0750 17 3.1 | 1.7 | Garry oak 4 Fair Fair Good Retain __|Located along southern property line, small deadwood, ivy covered.
) Horse
0751 24 4.3 | 2.4 chestnut 5 Good Good Good Retain__|Located along southern property line. Rubbing adjacent Garry oak.
Located along southern property line. Rubbing adjacent Horse
0752 29 5.2 | 2.9 | Garryoak I 4 Good Good Good Retain __[chestnut.
Located along southern property line, asymmetric form, 100% ivy
0753 24 4.3 | 24 | Garryoak 2 Poor Fair/poor Good Possible |covered, little live foliage visible through ivy.
Located along northern property line, may be shared tree with
0754 29 5.2 | 4.4 | Douglas-fir 5 Good Good Poor Retain__ [neighbour.

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733

Fax: (250) 479-7050

email: Treehelp@telus.net
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March 07, 2016

TREE RESOURCE

for

3031 Jackson Street

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition Relative
Tree#| (cm) | PRZ |CRZ| Species |Spread| Health Structure Tolerance Status Remarks / Recommendations
Located along northern property line, corrected lean, may be shared
0755 27 4.9 | 4.1 | Douglas-fir 5 Good Fair Poor Retain __[tree with neighbour.
0756 60 10.8 | 6.0 | Garry oak 7 Good Good Good Possible |Located along northern property line, vy covered, deadwood.
0757 30 54 | 3.0 | Garryoak 4 Poor Fair Good Remove |lvy covered., little live foliage visible.
0758 36 6.5 3.6 Garry oak 4 Poor Fair Good Remove |Covered in dead ivy, poor annual shoot elongation.
0759 23 4.1 | 2.3 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Remove |Covered in dead ivy, poor annual shoot elongation.
0760 42 76 | 4.2 | Garry oak 6 Poor Fair Good Remove |lvy covered, some live foliage visible.
0761 | 27,31 | 85 | 4.7 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Remove |Co-dominant, large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation.
0762 37 6.7 | 3.7 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Remove |Large deadwood, twig dieback, poor annual shoot elongation.
27, 27,
0763 34 12.0 | 6.6 | Garry oak 12 Fair/poor Fair Good Remove |Epicormic growth, large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation.
0764 18 3.2 | 1.8 | Garryoak 5 Fair Fair Good Remove |Twig dieback, poor annual shoot elongation.
0765 34 6.1 | 3.4 | Garry oak 7 Fair Fair Good Remove |Large deadwood, cavity at lower trunk.
0766 41 74 | 41 | Garry oak 12 Fair Fair Good Possible |Small deadwood, compaction at base.
Large deadwood, poor annual shoot elongation. Possible retention
0767 27 4.9 | 2.7 | Garry oak 3 Poor Poor Good Possible {short term. Not good specimen
lvy covered, leaning, some live foliage visible, compaction at base
0768 26 4.7 | 2.6 | Garry oak 8 Fair/poor Fair Good Remove |[from driveway.
Ivy covered, leaning, some live foliage visible, compaction at base
0789 28 5.0 | 2.8 | Garryoak 4 Fair/poor Fair Good Remove |from driveway.
0770 36 6.5 | 3.6 | Garryoak 4 Fair/Poor Fair Good Remove [lvy covered, large deadwood, some live foliage visible.

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733

Fax: (250) 479-7050

email: Treehelp@telus.net
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March 07, 2016

TREE RESOURCE

for

3031 Jackson Street

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition Relative
Tree#| (cm) | PRZ |CRZ| Species |Spread| Health Structure Tolerance Status Remarks / Recommendations
0771 48 8.6 | 4.8 | Garry oak 6 Good Fair Good Possible |lvy covered, leaning.
0772 28 5.0 | 2.8 | Garryoak 8 Fair Fair Good Possible |lvy covered, small deadwood, weeping over driveway.
0773 40 7.2 | 4.0 | Garryoak 7 Good Fair Good Retain _|lvy covered, leaning over neighbour's yard.
0774 38 6.8 | 3.8 | Garryoak 5 Fair Fair Good Retain __|lvy covered, high crown.
0775 26 4.7 | 3.9 | Douglas-fir 4 Good Poor Poor Unlikely |lvy covered, young tree, suppressed.
0776 49 8.8 | 4.9 | Garryoak 6 Fair Fair Good Retain __|lvy covered, one-sided form over neighbour's yard.
Located at edge of driveway, minor included bark, compaction at
0777 34 6.1 | 4.1 Ash 4 Good Fair Moderate Possible |base.
0778 32 5.8 | 4.8 | Douglas-fir 6 Good Good Poor Possible |Located at edge of driveway, compaction at base.
Monterey Located at edge of driveway, multiple stems, compaction at base,
0779 60 10.8 | 9.0 cypress 9 Good Fair poor Possible |small hangers.
0780 34 6.1 | 4.1 | Garry oak 9 Fair Fair Good Retain | Twig dieback, grows close to cherry #0781.
0781 22 40 | 2.2 Cherry 6 Fair Fair Fair Retain __[Grows close to Garry oak #0780.
0782 13 2.3 | 1.3 | Garry oak 3 Fair Fair Good Retain _[Leans over neighbour's yard, grows next to cherry #0781.
0783 34 6.1 | 3.4 | Garry oak 9 Dead Dead N/A Remove |Dead tree next to house.
Pacific
0784 | 22,27 | N/A | N/A | dogwood N/A Dead Dead N/A Failed |Dead snag. ivy covered. Failed and removed.
0786 48 8.6 | 4.8 | Garry oak 5 Poor Poor Good . Unlikely |Main stem failed historically, large cavity in remaining stem. Remove,
0787 30 54 | 3.0 | Garry oak 5 Fair Fair Good Unlikely |Corrected lean, minor girdling from power line.

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates

ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733

Fax: (250) 479-7050

email: Treehelp@telus.net
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March 07, 2016

TREE RESOURCE

for

3031 Jackson Street

d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition Relative
Tree#| (cm) |PRZ |CRZ| Species |Spread| Health Structure Tolerance Status Remarks / Recommendations
lvy covered, small deadwood, low live crown ratio, canopy leans over
0788 40 7.2 | 4.0 | Garryoak 6 Fair Fair Good Retain _[neighbouring property.
0789 42 7.6 | 4.2 | Garry oak 4 Fair Fair Good Retain__|lvy covered, small deadwood, low live crown ratio.
Co-dominant, twig dieback, small deadwood, leaning toward
0790 | 31,32 | 8.0 5.1 Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Retain _|neighbouring property.
multiple Western Cedar hedge along southeast property line. Approximately 20 stems
notag | stems | N/A | N/A | Red cedar N/A Fair Fair Poor Retain _[between 10-20 cm d.b.h.
0781 37 6.7 | 3.7 | Garryoak 6 Good Good Good Unlikely |Leaning toward neighbouring property.
0792 52 9.4 | 52 | Garryoak 10 Poor Poor Good Remove [Covered in dense ivy, no live foliage visible. Unlikely to be live
Mature tree with large historic pruning wounds, recent limb failrue,
0793 109 19.6 | 10.9 | Garry oak 14 Fair/poor | Fair/poor Good Remove |large deadwood, end-weighted limbs. Resistograph test if retained.
Mature tree, large dead/decayed stem, twig dieback, leans toward
neighbours property. Resistograph test if retained. Could be retained
0794 79 14.2 | 7.9 | Garry oak 8- Fair/poor Poor Good Possible [short term.
0795 55 9.9 | 5.5 | Garryoak 7 Fair Good Good Retain _[Twig dieback.
34, 35, Monterey
0796 66 19.0 [ 16.0 cypress 18 Good Fair Poor Possible |Northeast corner of property, crossing limbs, multiple stems.
Monterey
0797 30 54 | 45 cypress 12 Good Fair Poor Possible |Rubbing adjacent Cypress tree.
Monterey
0798 46 8.3 | 6.9 cypress 10 Good Fair Poor Possible |Previously topped, recent pruning wounds.
0799 57 10.3 | 5.7 | Garry oak 10 Fair Poor Good Remove |[Large cavity at lower trunk, large deadwood, rooted in rock.
0800 | 17,21 | 5.6 | 3.0 | Garry oak 12 Good Fair Good Remove |Co-dominant, deadwood, rooted in rock.
0801 20 3.6 | 2.0 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Remove |Rooted in rock.
0802 26 4.7 | 2.6 | Garryoak 9 Fair Fair Good Possible |Rooted in rock, deadwood.

Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733

Fax: (250) 479-7050

email: Treehelp@telus.net
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March 07, 2016 TREE RESOURCE
for
3031 Jackson Street
d.b.h. Crown | Condition | Condition Relative
Tree#| (cm) | PRZ |CRZ| Species |Spread| Health Structure Tolerance Status Remarks / Recommendations
0803 18 3.2 | 1.8 | Garry oak 6 Fair Fair Good Remove |Rooted in rock, twig dieback.
0804 22 4.0 | 2.2 | Garry oak 7 Fair Fair Good Retain _ [Rooted in rock, high crown.
0805 29 5.2 | 2.9 | Garryoak 12 Fair Fair Good Retain _|Rooted in rock, large deadwood, may be shared with neighbour.
0806 36 6.5 | 3.6 | Garry oak 10 Fair Fair Good Retain _[Rooted in rock, may be shared with neighbour.
0807 14 2.5 | 1.4 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Retain _[Rooted in rock.
0808 42 7.6 | 4.2 | Garry oak 8 Fair Fair Good Retain__[Rooted in rock, located on northernmost property line.
0809 16 2.9 | 1.6 | Garry oak 8 Good Good Good Unlikely [Rooted in rock, small tree, located along northernmost property line.
Rooted in rock, located behind 0808, leaning over neighbouring
0810 38 6.8 | 3.8 | Garryoak 10 Good Good Good Retain__[property.
0811 16 29 | 1.6 | Garry oak 8 Good Good Good Remove |Rooted in rock.
0812 21 3.8 | 2.1 | Garry oak 9 Good Good Good Remove |Rooted in rock.
Prepared by:

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates

ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists

Phone: (250) 479-8733

Fax: (250) 479-7050

email: Treehelp@telus.net
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Project Data :

Proposed Zone - similarto R-J
Address 3031 Jackson St., Victoria

Lot Area 2910.4 sm (31,328 sf)
Units - 10 townhouses - Density = 291 m?/unit

Parking 10 w/single enclosed garage

5 Visitor surface Parking = 15 spaces

Site Coverage :
912+830+900+907+905+
831+831+831+830+831=8608 = 27.5 %

Open Site Space :
Buildings 8608 sf + driveway 7455 sf
31328 - 8608 - 7455 = 15265 =48.8 %

Front Yard Open Space :
2216 /2686 =82.5%

Floor Area  (inside face per city of Victoria )
Elec 1x 80
Units 1 x 1448
Units 2 x 1309
Units 7.x 1279
Total 13,099 sf= 0.418 FAR

Garages each 10 x 200 sf excluded from units
Building Separations :

Living room separations only,

west 7.0 m, facing road,

north 3.0 m , dinings exceed 7.5m

east 45m,
Building Sefbacks :
Front 7.00m,
North Int. 2.44m,
North Int. 3.00m
Rear 4.50m,

outh Int. 8.46m,
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DESIGNS
LIMITED

RON McNEIL, BD.AIBC,AScT
4024 Metchosin Road,

Victoria, BC V9C4A4
Phone/Phax: 250.474.2360
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Proposed 10 Townhouses for :

Brian & Bev CANFIELD

at : 3031 Jackson Street, Victoria , BC

See Pages P5 - P8 for individual block grade and height calcs.
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Proposed 10 Townhouses for :

Brian & Bev CANFIELD

at : 3031 Jackson Street, Victoria , BC
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Friahed Grade

Unit 1

Foerglass Laminaled SHINGLES
Alamingm GUTTER

218 FASCIA BOARD

Vented Absminum SOFFIT

258 TRANSITION BOARD w/ Orp Cap
2x10 BARGE BOARD W 134 Shadow Line
Cedar SHINGLE SIDING

HARDIEPANEL SIDING w x4 BATTENS @ 24" 0.c.
Honzontal MARDIEPLANK SIDING
Cultured STONE w 2° CONC CAP

1x6 CORNER BOARD

126 Door & Window TRIM

2x10 BELLY BAND w Orp Cap

8x8 Wood POST w Natural Stain

Meial o Tempered Glass RAILING
Natural Stained Wood DOOR

Parged CONCRETE
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Unit 1 Unit2 Unita
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Unit 10

Flwrglass Laminated SHINGLES
Aamiram GUTTER

28 FASCIA BOARD

Vented Alumenum SOFFIT

2x8 TRANSITION BOARD w Drip Cap
2x10 BARGE BOARD wf 1x4 Snadow Line
Cadar SHINGLE SIDING

HARDIEPANEL SIDING wi 1x4 BATTENS @ 24" 0.2
Horizontal HARDIEPLANK SIDING
Cubured STONE w/ 2° CONC CAP

1x6 COANER BOARD

136 Door & Window TRIM

2x10 BELLY BAND wi Drip Cap

Bx8 Wood POST wi Natural Stain

Maotal or Tempared Glass RAILING
Natural Stauned Wood DOOR

Parged CONCRETE
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BUILDING
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LIMITED

RON McNEIL, BD.AIBC,AScT
4024 Metchosin Road,

Victoria, BC V9C4A4
Phone/Phax: 250.474.2360
info@meneildesigns.be.ca

CoOp Housing Block

@ Loft { NORTH ) Elevation
6 = 10"

Proposed 10 Townhouses for :

Brian & Bev CANFIELD

at : 3031 Jackson Street, Victoria , BC
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2x3 TRANSITION BOARD w' Orp Cap
2x10 BARGE BOARD w 134 Shadow Line
Cadar SHINGLE SIDING

HARDIEPANEL SIDING w/ x4 BATTENS @ 24" 0.
Hosizontal HARDIEPLANK SIDING
Cultured STONE w/ 2 CONC CAP

1x6 CORNER BOARD

16 Dooe & Window TRIM

2x10 BELLY BAND w/ Orp Cap

x Wood POST w Nalural Stain

Matal or Tumpered Glass RAILING
Nasural Staned Wood DOOR

Pasged CONCRETE

Proposed 10 Townhouses for :

Brian & Bev CANFIELD

3031 Jackson Street, Victoria , BC
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at: 3031 Jackson Street, Victoria, B.C.
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Delivered by email to caluc@victoria.ca
30 May 2016

Dear Mayor and Council

Re: Community Meeting for proposed development at 3031 Jackson Street

I am writing on behalf of the Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood Action Committee
(NAC), which acts as the CALUC for our neighbourhood.

On 25 April 2016, 26 members of the Hillside Quadra community as well as two
members of the NAC Executive met with Ron McNeil, of McNeil Building Designs,
Eric Ruygrok of Brothers Home Construction, and property owner Beverly Canfield
to discuss a proposed development at the above address in Victoria.

The proponents indicated that the proposed development would involve removing
the existing house on the property and replacing it with four buildings containing a
total of ten townhouses, each with a single garage. They indicated that their intent is
to build affordable homes costing in the range of $525,000 per unit. Each townhouse
would have three bedrooms and two bathrooms. The proposed development would
require rezoning of the property from R1B Single Family Dwelling to a site specific
zone.

The proponents indicated that an arborist has assessed the site. There are currently
62 trees on the site. The proposed design entails the removal of 21 trees. Of these,
only one was assessed as being in good condition, with the rest assessed as failing.
The proponents indicated that while the property is large enough to be divided into
five residential lots, developing these lots would entail removing many more trees.

During the community meeting, neighbours expressed concerns about parking and
traffic, the number of units proposed, siting and design, impacts on trees,
stormwater management, noise and view, and the overall approach. They also
mentioned an alleged covenant.

NAC also received comments from two community members by email; these
comments are incorporated into this letter.

Parking and Traffic

The proposed development would have 10 garages and 8 additional parking spots,
as well as bicycle racks, and would meet the parking requirements of the City. One
meeting participant indicated this was adequate. Many others, however, expressed
concern about the potential for the proposed development to add to existing
problems with street parking. They suggested that, as most households have two
vehicles, all the on-site parking would be used by residents, and visitors would have
to park on the street. Parking is allowed on both sides of the 3000 block of Jackson
Street and there is not enough room for two cars to pass.



Meeting participants also expressed concern about the potential for the proposed
development to add to existing traffic problems. They indicated that Jackson is
heavily used by parents dropping off and picking up students at Quadra Elementary
School. It is also a bicycle route and the only entrance onto Finlayson for the
residential area bounded by Hillside and Finlayson. Residents currently have
difficulty getting out of their own driveways, and asked how the street would be
able to handle the additional vehicles associated with the proposed development.
One community member suggested that the hill and sight lines are more of an issue
for driveway access and egress than anything else.

There was general agreement among the attendees that the neighbourhood is
concerned about the extra vehicle traffic. Several meeting participants asked NAC to
convey to the City that the neighbourhood demands that a traffic survey be carried
out to assess the potential impacts of proposed development

Number of Units

Many meeting participants indicated that they would prefer fewer homes be built on
the site, and if necessary at a higher price per unit. This would reduce the number of
vehicles and add more housing at the higher end to the area. One community
member indicated that proposed development ‘seeks to dramatically shift the
neighborhood away from single family homes as the standard.’

Siting and Design

Meeting participants indicated that they did not like the design of the building
closest to the street — which is oriented so that the side of the building faces the
street. They recommended that this building be turned so that the front doors face
the street. The proponent noted, however, that this design modification would entail
removing more trees. Meeting participants therefore recommended that the
building closest to the street and containing two townhouses be eliminated in order
to preserve more trees and the existing green space at the front of the property.

One community member took issue with the number of variances requested ‘in
order to permit construction of structures of a size and in locations not currently
permitted.” Another was concerned that the proposed buildings are much higher
than the adjacent homes. Yet another indicated that he was less concerned about the
type of units on the site, as long as the number of units remains small and the height
is no more than three typical residential stories.

Impacts on Trees

Meeting participants supported the stated intention of the proponent to retain as
much green space and as many of the trees as possible. Many indicated that they
value the trees and the parkland appearance of the site. One community member
suggested that trees cut down should be replaced at a ratio of at least 2:1, and that
the site be inspected by a biologist to ensure there are no endangered species
present



Stormwater Management

Neighbours indicated that there is currently no storm drain along Jackson Street and
expressed concern about the potential for an increase in paved surface on the
property and for increased flooding related to the development. The proponents
indicated that, while they have not yet developed the stormwater management plan
for the site, they plan to have some retention on site and are considering the use of
permeable paving.

Noise and View

Neighbours expressed concern about noise related to the proposed development,
impacts on their existing views, and overall negative impacts on the neighbourhood.
Several residents expressed concern about blasting and the potential for damage to
their properties.

Overall Approach

One community member indicated that, while he accepts that higher density is
inevitable, he is looking for more forward-looking and progressive development
proposals. He noted, for example, that the proposal for 3031 Jackson Street does not
include incentives to reduce vehicle use and encourage cycling. Another community
member suggested the proposal should address the multi-unit design guidelines
(DPA 16), particularly regarding pedestrian and street-oriented design. Buildings
should have a minimum amount of south facing roofs for solar energy installation.

Alleged Covenant on the Property

Several meeting participants indicated that they believe - based on conversations
with the previous owner - that there is a covenant on the property. City staff
indicate, however, that there are no restrictions on title for this property.

It is the practice of the Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood Action Committee not to take
a position on a proposed development, but to convey the comments and concerns of
the neighourhood as expressed at the community meeting. I believe this letter
accurately represents that discussion.

Thank you for considering this input from the residents of Hillside Quadra regarding
the proposed development.

Sincerely,

Jenny Fraser
CALUC Chair, Hillside Quadra



Noraze F’Ieldstad

From: Tristen Weiss ‘s

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 9:29 AM

To: nag@quadravillagecc.com; Citizen Engagement; Councillors; Damian Graham
Subject: Feedback on development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street

To whom it may concern,

RE: Development of 3031 Jackson Street.
Our family has resided at 3020 Jackson Street for the past 14 years. It is a great area in a great city!

We were so happy to be included in the developers proposal for 3031 Jackson and to be able to
share our views about the use of said property.

After hearing from the developers we have a few concerns that we feel could be reasonably
addressed by a conscientious developer who values the continued success of the community we all

enjoy each day.

1) Vehicle Traffic/Parking concerns- The proposed 10 units will bring to our street a minimum
of 10 more vehicles. That assumes that people only have one vehicle.

The developer's idea that they will attract people who will choose alternative transportation
(bicycles) was clearly thought up by someone who has not actually riden the steep climb up
Jackson street (I do it daily but I think I am one of three on the whole street) nor were there any
suggestions as to why/how this development would actually attract those types of buyers.
(communal gardens, rain catchment systems, passive or energy efficient housing).

Jackson Street right now brings a lot of vehicle traffic looking to avoid the Quadra/Finlayson
intersection not to mention people dropping their children off at Quadra Elementary School. The
proposed developments high density and minimal parking will only exacerbate this problem.

The present estimate that each unit needs only one car space seems truly out of touch with most
household's needs. Not to mention the fact that most people's garages are filled with things other
than cars.

2) Loss of greenspace- What the developer’s pictures don’t show is how beautiful the the lower
portion of the property is with its beautiful Garry Oaks. When people come by to visit they ask if is
a park. It is hard to understand why someone wouldn’t want to preserve this gorgeous piece of
land?? Why not a communal gardening spot and some guest parking? Rain water harvesting?
Children play area?


mailto:nag@quadravillagecc.com

Build the units on the back portion of the lot and retain the beautiful entrance to the property.

Here is a great shot:

3) Fitting in with the neighbourhood- Our area is filled with single family homes. We are a single
family and came to this area because of that. Of course the Co-Op housing development is an
exception but it provides the community with affordable housing and they have lots of parking. The
density of this proposal really isn’t fitting for this neighbourhood.

A possible solution brought up at the meeting was to only have 8 units or less in the upper area of
the proposed development and the lower area for extra guest parking spaces or greenspace.

We would hate to sound like people who are anti-development. We of course realize that many
people want to move to this beautiful area and we know there needs to be places for them. But in
20 years how nice would it be to get to the top of Jackson street and be treated to a view of trees.

Thanks so much for taking the time to read this,
Tristen, Damian, and Paisley



From: Jonathan Tinney

Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 2:02 PM

To: Alec Johnston; Alison Meyer

Subject: FW: 3031 Jackson Street - rezoning application
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

For the file.

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 12:50 PM

To: Rosemary Pecorelli <3 iR onathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca>
Subject: RE: 3031 Jackson Street - rezoning application

Thank you for providing this input on this land-use application, Rosemary.

I am copying the City's Director of Planning to ensure that your letter is included in the correspondence
file relating to this proposal, when it is considered by City Council.

Ben

Ben Isitt

Victoria City Councillor and CRD Director
Email. bisitt@victoria.ca / Tel. 250.882.9302
Web. www.BenlIsitt.ca

From: Rosemary Pecorelli

Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2016 1:21 PM

To: engage@vic.ca; Councillors

Cc: nag@quadravillagecc.com

Subject: 3031 Jackson Street - rezoning application

The words of Maria Rosina Pagnotta (myself) who has no computer access - submitted at my request by
my daughter

To all concerned: in response to the CALUC meeting held on April 25 regarding the rezoning of the above
mentioned property it is noted that all the concerns of the residents were captured in the minutes. From
this it is still our concern as to why this would even be on the table for negotiation. Every single
homeowner that was invited to the meeting was opposed to the project going through. Why
are we, the residents, even asked to come forward with our concerns if no one is willing to listen to

us. It appears that this is just a formality to show that all the steps have been taken which are set out in
the City bylaws. These concerns that were brought up are very legitimate concerns, not only to the
residents surrounding the proposed property, but to the individuals and children which use Jackson street
as the main access route to the school. We, the residents, didn’t just pick these concerns out of a hat —
they are true and just. It seems that the meeting was just a waste of our time and effort.

The City seriously needs to do a traffic assessment to Jackson Street — especially now that school is back
in session. When I inquired about it I learned that no assessment was done. It should not be up to the



existing residents to ask for this — the City should have automatically stepped up and provided this
without question. Traffic has picked up immensely now that school is back in session and is already an
issue without 10 more townhouses. We should be thinking of the safety of our people first.

*(I have now noted that a traffic assessment was done in the first week of October — now for the results
— how do we find out the outcome)

The parking will be an added burden to the heavy traffic. It will just escalate whichever way you look
at. There are already cars parked on both sides of the street on a daily basis and makes it very difficult
to drive through, especially if there is another vehicle coming the opposite way....there is virtually no
where to go but try and swerve into a near driveway and allow them to pass through. Turning on
Jackson from Finlayson is already a concern as cars are parked on Jackson almost at the stop sign and
turning on from Finlayson is very tight. The leaves have started to pile up along the curbs which makes
it virtually impossible to park — and it's not just the trees that are proposed to be removed from the
site!!! It's all the way down the street.

It is very frustrating to say the lease that this project is even being considered especially with all these
concerns from the residents. I, Maria Rosina Pagnotta have resided in the same home at 3027 Jackson
Street for the past 60 years. My bedroom window faces the driveway to the property — I will be 90 years
old in December and go to bed peacefully every night by 9:00pm. This is going to have a huge impact
on my remaining years on this earth. The cars going back and forth up and down the driveway at any
given time will be so disruptive to my sleep and health.

One more thing in closing......... it is noted by the residents that there was a “Lisa Helps” sign on this lawn
(3031 Jackson) during the campaign — so a Lisa helps supporter. And according to her mission ....it

says:

R o e ot f e o s G,

Thank you for your attention to my concerns
Maria Rosina Pagnotta
3027 Jackson Street

*was written a few weeks ago but held off in sending pending any new business to this project that may
come to our attention i.e. the traffic assessment being one thing



On Feb 14, 2017, at 10:15 AM, Phillip Chambers <jiyi i S, \ote:

I am writing about a recent update on the plans for the above noted development which was
provided in an email from the Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood Action Committee on February
10th.

While I was unable to attend the previous meeting last year held with our community regarding
this development, I had heard there were concerns raised about green space, parking and the
close proximity of the proposed buildings to our property. I am copying in a couple of our
members that were in attendance.

Upon review of the update provided, I do see some positives. The units should be quite nice and
there is a reasonable amount of green space on the street at least.
However, we have some concerns.

Parking ... the plan shows 10 townhouses and only 5 visitor parking spaces. As I expect the
majority of 3 bedroom homes have a least two vehicles, this plan would result in up to 10
additional cars parked on the street, without adding in peak demands for visitors. I do not believe
that anyone that lives on Jackson Street would find this acceptable.

Proximity to the Property Line ... It does not appear our concerns on how close these units are
to our property were acted upon at all. The northern most units are only 3 meters from our
property and the eastern most units between 4.5 and 5.1 meters.

This is very concerning for us living next door, particularly when you take into consideration the
height of the units. Simply put, these new units will be staring down at us ... forever.

I am interested in knowing what is prescribed by the City as a set-back ... is this typical or
within what is laid out in by-laws, or is this something the developer needs the City to approve a

variance for?

Process ... [ am not an expert in the process for having plans approved by the City. That said, it
appears the only opportunity for community feedback comes after the developer does a bunch of
more work. It feels like any feedback that late in the process will not be taken seriously and that
the developer’s plans will be supported by yourself, and with your recommendation, approved by

Council.
Could you please explain how and where our concerns are best voiced, and that when they are, it

will not be too late to affect change.

It seems to me these issues could be remedied by reducing the number of units in the proposed
development.

Thank you for your consideration.

Phillip Chambers
President - Wilderness Park Housing Cooperative



From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)
Sent: Monday, August 22, 2016 1:04 PM

To: Downtown Neighbourhood Association _; Jonathan Tinney

<JTinney@victoria.ca>

Cc: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca>
Subject: Re: re-zoning proposal 3031 Jackson

Thank you for providing this input on this land-use application, Sandra.

I am copying the City's Director of Planning to ensure that your letter is included in the
correspondence file relating to this proposal.

Ben

On Aug 22, 2016, at 12:44 PM, Sandra Meigs <||55GTGTGTNNEEEEEE v ot
August 22,2016

Re: Re-zoning application 3031 Jackson Street

Dear Members of the City Council of Victoria,

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposal for development of the lot at 3031
Jackson. I have lived and own the home at 3011 Jackson since April 2011. I love my home, the
neighborhood, and the environment in the area, particularly the Garry Oaks, of which I have 3 on
my property. | have reviewed the plans and will outline my concerns below.

The scale of these 10 town houses is beyond that of anything on the Summit Hill end of Jackson
St, including the housing co-op next door to it. NO house on Jackson, that I am aware of, has a
garage. Everyone here parks in the street, in a driveway, or, as at the co-op, in a lot. Proposing 10
garages on one lot is out of character for the neighborhood. As first story structures, visible from
the side on Jackson St. (in units 1 & 2), they will stand out like sore thumb, or shall I say be
sores in our eyes. This type of garage, even if only for 1 car, is more in character with a suburban
dwelling and is certainly not part of our current streetscape.

Units 1 & 2 are particularly large and tower above the already large house at 3027/29 Jackson. I
am not only concerned about developing 3031 Jackson in this manner, but also in setting a
precedent for tearing down existing properties and building monster houses and monster
developments.

I am especially concerned for the protection of the Garry Oaks on the property. In the drawings,
the trees are depicted close to the corners of the architectural structures. These trees have
extensive root systems. I am not confident that the architectural plan protects the trees. Garry
Oaks are very sensitive to environmental factors, and hard to propagate for that reason. Indeed,
that is why they are protected. In relation to this fact, an extensive part of this development



involves development of the structure below grade, which involves blasting. Not only am I
concerned with blasting noise and vibration caused on adjacent properties, but also more
significantly, on the affect the blasting will have on the trees. Once those trees are gone, they are
gone and the neighborhood character is gone.

This neighborhood is a rocky terrain. Many of the houses here have been built to accommodate
the rocks and the variety in the shifting slope of any given lot. My house has large exposed rocks
underneath it, visible in the crawl space. In 2012 I planned a large renovation of the garage in my
back yard and my contractor at the time told me he could not guarantee his estimate because he
did not know how extensive the blasting would be until he started doing it. (Needless to say, I
cancelled my plans.) In other words, we simply do not know what is underneath that property at
3031 Jackson.

[ certainly would not want to see any development take place there without knowing that the
city’s arborist has looked at the Garry Oaks and has approved the building and blasting plan.

This neighborhood is one of Victoria’s gems. No development that threatens the character and
sensitive and beautiful environment around here should be permitted.

Please keep me up to date on this proposal.
Sincerely,

Sandra Meigs

3011 Jackson St. [ GG

cc. Hillside Neighborhood Action Group

cc. Mayor Lisa Helps

both hard copies and emails of this letter will be sent



Chloe Tunis

From: Joe Carr <_>

Sent: Sunday, August 28, 2016 3:03 PM
To: Chloe Tunis

Subject: Development of 3031 Jackson St
Dear Cloe,

As a nearby resident and property owner to the development proposed for 3031 Jackson Street, I would like to
submit some comments about the proposal submitted by the owner and developer of the townhouse project.
Please pass my comments onto the Committee of the Whole, or whichever body reviews and rules on this

proposal.

Jackson Street is a quiet residential street in Victoria. It’s rare to see a house being sold on our two block long
street, and even rarer to see development, in-fill, or re-development.

A modest 1950s-era house at 3031 Jackson Street is situated on a huge lot at the top of the hill. Currently, the
lot is park-like, covered in a grove of mature Garry Oaks. This property has a development proposal to replace
the single house with 10 townhouses.

I’m not against development or in-filling when it is done right, and respects the character of the neighborhood,
however I feel this proposed development plan fails on several important fronts.

Why don’t I like this development?

1. It lacks imagination — the units are just little wooden boxes with limited, dark living space for the
occupants

It doesn’t contribute anything to the neighboring properties or improve the street scape

It imposes yet more traffic onto our residential street

Ten townhouses is too dense for this location

The developer’s plans tell me they are keeping their risk low by minimizing what they spend on the
units, and maximizing the number of units to be offered for sale. I support the concept of the investors
making money, but they also need to give benefits to the neighborhood, not just build, sell, and move

onto the next project.

DAL

What do I want to see?

Fewer units and bigger, better-designed homes that people will want to live in for years to come

2. More expensive units offering luxury features, better finishing on the outside, innovative building
methods

3. Better siting of the units to take advantage of the potential views from the high points of the property,
even if this means removing more trees

4. Rotate the units fronting Jackson Street so they are parallel to the street, compliment the existing houses,
rather than hiding them away in the trees at odd angles

5. Build energy efficiency into every unit and maximize natural light to inside spaces

—



Online copy of my comments, complete with media (not included in this email: || | | | | GINNEEEE

Very truly yours,

Joseph Carr
3046 Jackson Street



From: Mary Chudley

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 12:44 PM

To: Tristen Weiss ; nag@aquadravillagecc.com; Damian Graham
<
Cc: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca>

Subject: RE: Feedback on development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street

Dear Tristen,
On behalf of Mayor Helps thank you for your email regarding 3031 Jackson Street.

I can confirm that the City of Victoria has received an application for this address and staff have provided
feedback to the applicant. Staff will review revised plans in the coming months.

Your email will be attached to the file for this address and shared with Council again when it comes
before a Committee of the Whole meeting of Council.

Up to date information on the application can also be found on the City's Development Tracker App.

| am copying the City’s Planning Department, as well, to add more information is necessary.

Sincerely,

Mary Chudley

Correspondence Coordinator

Citizen Engagement and Strategic Planning
City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6

Vi, | B = @

VICTOR1A

From: Tristen Weiss [mailto: |

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 9:29 AM

To: nag@quadravillagecc.com; Citizen Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Councillors
<Councillors@victoria.ca>; Damian Graham <_>

Subject: Feedback on development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street

To whom it may concern,

RE: Development of 3031 Jackson Street.

Our family has resided at 3020 Jackson Street for the past 14 years. It is a great area in
a great city!


mailto:nag@quadravillagecc.com

We were so happy to be included in the developers proposal for 3031 Jackson and to
be able to share our views about the use of said property.

After hearing from the developers we have a few concerns that we feel could be
reasonably addressed by a conscientious developer who values the continued success

of the community we all enjoy each day.

1) Vehicle Traffic/Parking concerns- The proposed 10 units will bring to our street a
minimum of 10 more vehicles. That assumes that people only have one vehicle.

The developer's idea that they will attract people who will choose alternative
transportation (bicycles) was clearly thought up by someone who has not actually
riden the steep climb up Jackson street (I do it daily but I think I am one of three on
the whole street) nor were there any suggestions as to why/how this development
would actually attract those types of buyers. (communal gardens, rain catchment
systems, passive or energy efficient housing).

Jackson Street right now brings a lot of vehicle traffic looking to avoid the
Quadra/Finlayson intersection not to mention people dropping their children off at
Quadra Elementary School. The proposed developments high density and minimal
parking will only exacerbate this problem.

The present estimate that each unit needs only one car space seems truly out of touch
with most household's needs. Not to mention the fact that most people's garages are
filled with things other than cars.

2) Loss of greenspace- What the developer’s pictures don’t show is how beautiful the
the lower portion of the property is with its beautiful Garry Oaks. When people come
by to visit they ask if is a park. It is hard to understand why someone wouldn’t want to
preserve this gorgeous piece of land?? Why not a communal gardening spot and some
guest parking? Rain water harvesting? Children play area?

Build the units on the back portion of the lot and retain the beautiful entrance to the
property.

Here is a great shot:



3) Fitting in with the neighbourhood- Our area is filled with single family homes.
We are a single family and came to this area because of that. Of course the Co-Op
housing development is an exception but it provides the community with affordable
housing and they have lots of parking. The density of this proposal really isn’t fitting
for this neighbourhood.

A possible solution brought up at the meeting was to only have 8 units or less in the
upper area of the proposed development and the lower area for extra guest parking
spaces or greenspace.

We would hate to sound like people who are anti-development. We of course realize
that many people want to move to this beautiful area and we know there needs to be
places for them. But in 20 years how nice would it be to get to the top of Jackson
street and be treated to a view of trees.

Thanks so much for taking the time to read this,
Tristen, Damian, and Paisley



Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:42 PM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Councillors

Subject: FW: Email to Mayor and Council re: 3031 Jackson St proposal

From: Victoria Mayor and Council

Sent: June 2, 2016 6:21 PM

To: PN

Subject: RE: Email to Mayor and Council re: 3031 Jackson St proposal

Dear Barb,

Thank you for your email regarding the development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street. Your email has been shared with
Mayor and Council and staff in development services. | apologize for the delay in providing a response.

At this time, the City of Victoria has not received an application for this address. If and when the City does received an
application, staff will conduct a comprehensive review of the proposal, which will include potential impacts on
neighbouring properties and overall fit with the neighbourhood.

Once an application has been received by the City of Victoria, your email will be attached to the file for this address and
shared with Council again when it comes before a Committee of the Whole meeting of Council.

If the applicant will be applying for a rezoning, once an application is received up to date information on the application
can also be found on the City's Development Tracker App.

Sincerely,

Bridget Frewer

Correspondence Coordinator

Citizen Engagement and Strategic Planning
City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6

Y. B G
v S ’ S in

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 8:17 AM
To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca>; Citizen Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; nag@quadravillagecc.com

Subject: 3031 Jackson St proposal

From: Barb Doyle I ——

To Mayor and Council

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concern regarding this development that shares three boarders with
the co-operative housing development that I live in.

I have grave concerns about the the variance regarding property lines and buildings that the developer is
requesting of 5 to 7 feet. This will make the proposed buildings far too close to our property line and mirror the
horrible developments that are occurring throughout the lower mainland.



Bylaws and regulations are put in place for a reason and developers need to adhere to them. Usually the bylaws
and zoning regulations are there to keep neighbors happy. Variances creates further antagonism. Increasing

shared noise issues as well as privacy issues.
They are already taking out oak trees that everyone else has to get a special permit to remove and they are

asking for a change in zoning to a multi family dwellings.

Barbara Doyle Unit 12 1120 Summit Ave



Noraye Fjeldstad

From: nag@quadravillagecc.com

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 9:52 AM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: From Trinity MacRae Fwd: RE: Proposed Development at 3031 Jackson
Importance: High

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: RE: Proposed Development at 3031 Jackson
Date: Mon, 1 May 2017 08:11:59 -0700

From: "Trinity MacRae" I GGG

To: <councillors@victoria.ca>

Dear Mayor and Council,

| understand the proposal for re-development of 3031 Jackson Street is going to the City of Victoria Committee
of the Whole this Thursday May 4'". | want to ensure my letter (below), originally sent and received by
yourselves on May 22 of 2016, is indeed included in the correspondence file and thus, reviewed and
considered. | am one of the 38 cooperative owners of Wilderness Park Co-op; we are direct neighbours to
3031 Jackson and have grave concerns! In addition to my personal letter from last year, you will also find my
signature included in a package sent this year by our Cooperative, outlining our concerns in more detail. | hope
my correspondence is respected and taken seriously when making decisions on this matter. Thank you in

advance.
Sincerely,

Trinity MacRae
#20-1120 Summit Avenue
Victoria BC V8T 2P7

From: Trinity MacRae [N
Sent: May-22-16 2:20 PM

To: 'councillors@victoria.ca'
Cc: 'engage(@victoria.ca'; 'nag@quadravillagecc.com
Subject: Proposed Development at 3031 Jackson

May 22, 2016
RE: Proposed Development at 3031 Jackson St

To Mayor and Council,

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns regarding the proposed rezoning and development at 3031
Jackson Street. The property shares three borders with Wilderness Park Co-op (1120 Summit Ave / 3045 Jackson St)
where | have been a Member since 2009, raising my Son and enjoying a quiet, community lifestyle.

1


mailto:councillors@victoria.ca

My main concern is about the requested variances. Municipal rules are in place for a reason and developers need to
adhere to them. Changing set rules for this developer will have a negative effect on our neighbouring property and
lifestyle. My unit (#20) is directly to the south of their existing driveway and parking lot; as it is we can already hear
tenants speaking when they are outside and/or on their deck, from our back yard or when lying in bed at night. | feel like
developing any closer than whatever the normal distance is is unfair to the established neighbours. It will make the
townhouses far too close to our property line, take away the thin tree line that helps with noise pollution and offers a
nice view, reduce our privacy, and give neighbours direct sightlines into my private fenced back yard as well as our Co-
ops common area, gardens, and playground. Furthermore, building this close will mirror the dense urban developments
that are occurring throughout the lower mainland; not at all appropriate for this old Victoria neighbourhood!

In addition, the number of 10 townhouses alarms me for the sheer number of people and cars it will add onto a small
piece of land and an already busy street.

Usually bylaws and zoning regulations are there to keep neighbors happy. Variances create further antagonism,
increasing shared noise issues as well as privacy concerns. | understand the Developer is are already taking out Oak trees
that others have to get a special permit to remove? And, they are asking for a change in zoning from single to multi-
family dwellings! With all due respect, please consider the established lifestyle in our neighbourhood and at least deny
the request to reduce building distances.

Respectfully,

Trinity and Jack MacRae
Unit #20

1120 Summit Avenue
Victoria BC V8T2P7



Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:41 PM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Councillors

Subject: FW: Email to Mayor and Council re: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson

From: Victoria Mayor and Council

Sent: June 3, 2016 8:36 AM

To: PR ErE

Subject: FW: Email to Mayor and Council re: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson

Dear Rob,

Thank you for your email regarding the development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street. Your email has been shared with
Mayor and Council and staff in development services.

At this time, the City of Victoria has not received an application for this address. If and when the City does received an
application, staff will conduct a comprehensive review of the proposal, which will include potential impacts on
neighbouring properties and overall fit with the neighbourhood.

Once an application has been received by the City of Victoria, your email will be attached to the file for this address and
shared with Council again when it comes before a Committee of the Whole meeting of Council.

If the applicant will be applying for a rezoning, once an application is received up to date information on the application
can also be found on the City's Development Tracker App.

Sincerely,

Bridget Frewer

Correspondence Coordinator

Citizen Engagement and Strategic Planning
City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6

: VICTORIA I] - i'm From: Robert Anderson

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 7:05 AM
To: Citizen Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca>

Subject: Fwd: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson

Good Morning,
As a neighbor to a development on Jackson street, I have been encouraged to send you my comments.

The essential item to state is that the 3031 Jackson proposal is asking for special zoning in order to permit the
excessive developing that the zoning system is intended to manage.

Zoning is intended to manage privacy, water, sewer, storm, and ecological factors. Please consider rejecting this
project on this basis.



As well, I have been advised by my neighbors that much of the property had been designated as a memorial and
placed under a property covenant to restrict building. The memorial was reportedly placed by a previous owner
to honour his deceased spouse.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Regards,

Rob Anderson

3025 Jackson Street
Victoria, BC

V8T 3Z7

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jenny Fraser [
Date: May 11, 2016 at 1:25:31 AM EDT

To: DRIy
Subject: Fwd: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson

Robert,

I have attempted to capture your comments in the letter from the Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood
Action Committee to the City. I would urge you, however, to send your comments directly to
City Hall. Send to both Citizen Engagementengage@victoria.ca and to Mayor and
Council councillors@victoria.ca.

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Laura Taylor" |

Subject: Fw: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson
Date: 20 April, 2016 8:50:24 PM PDT

To: "Jenny Fraser" NN

Jenny - an email with comments on the proposal.

----- Original Message----- From: Robert Anderson
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 3:45 PM

To: nag@quadravillagecc.com

Subject: Development Proposal 3031 Jackson

Jenny,

Please accept this email as a response to the proposal regarding 3031 Jackson
Street. I do not support the proposal or any part of the plan as presented. I am
unable to attend the public meeting on 25 April and would like this message to

2



stand as my opinion.

The project has provided a list of variances which are requested in order to build
ten townhouses. The variances are requested in order to permit construction of
structures of a size and in locations not currently permitted. The number and
depth of changes underscore the fact that this project is far from what would be
considered acceptable.

As the home owner of 3025 Jackson, I can see this will have only a negative
impact on my property. I do not support the changes to the zoning. There would
be significant detrimental impacts as noted from the planning requests and
absolutely no benefit to the neighborhood.

As well, I believe there is a Civil covenant on the property that prevents building
over a large portion of the property as a memorial to a previous resident.

The project seeks to dramatically shift the neighborhood away from single family
homes as the standard. The project does not respect the long term good of the
neighborhood and the owners of 3031 Jackson will not have to deal with the
consequences of their project as they won't be living in the proposed building.

My recommendation is to strenuously deny each part of the project.
Sincerely,
Rob Anderson

3025 Jackson
Email - NN

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus




Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:41 PM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Councillors
Subject: FW: re-zoning proposal 3031 Jackson
From: Sandra Meigs NN

Sent: August 22, 2016 12:43 PM

To: Marianne Alto (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Margaret
Lucas (Councillor); Pam Madoff (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor)

Cc: nag@quadravillagecc.com

Subject: re-zoning proposal 3031 Jackson

August 22, 2016

Re: Re-zoning application 3031 Jackson Street

Dear Members of the City Council of Victoria,

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposal for development of the lot at 3031 Jackson. I have lived
and own the home at 3011 Jackson since April 2011. I love my home, the neighborhood, and the environment in
the area, particularly the Garry Oaks, of which I have 3 on my property. I have reviewed the plans and will
outline my concerns below.

The scale of these 10 town houses is beyond that of anything on the Summit Hill end of Jackson St, including
the housing co-op next door to it. NO house on Jackson, that I am aware of, has a garage. Everyone here parks
in the street, in a driveway, or, as at the co-op, in a lot. Proposing 10 garages on one lot is out of character for
the neighborhood. As first story structures, visible from the side on Jackson St. (in units 1 & 2), they will stand
out like sore thumb, or shall I say be sores in our eyes. This type of garage, even if only for | car, is more in
character with a suburban dwelling and is certainly not part of our current streetscape.

Units 1 & 2 are particularly large and tower above the already large house at 3027/29 Jackson. I am not only
concerned about developing 3031 Jackson in this manner, but also in setting a precedent for tearing down
existing properties and building monster houses and monster developments.

I am especially concerned for the protection of the Garry Oaks on the property. In the drawings, the trees are
depicted close to the corners of the architectural structures. These trees have extensive root systems. I am not
confident that the architectural plan protects the trees. Garry Oaks are very sensitive to environmental factors,
and hard to propagate for that reason. Indeed, that is why they are protected. In relation to this fact, an extensive
part of this development involves development of the structure below grade, which involves blasting. Not only
am I concerned with blasting noise and vibration caused on adjacent properties, but also more significantly, on
the affect the blasting will have on the trees. Once those trees are gone, they are gone and the neighborhood
character is gone.



This neighborhood is a rocky terrain. Many of the houses here have been built to accommodate the rocks and
the variety in the shifting slope of any given lot. My house has large exposed rocks underneath it, visible in the
crawl space. In 2012 I planned a large renovation of the garage in my back yard and my contractor at the time
told me he could not guarantee his estimate because he did not know how extensive the blasting would be until
he started doing it. (Needless to say, I cancelled my plans.) In other words, we simply do not know what is
underneath that property at 3031 Jackson.

I certainly would not want to see any development take place there without knowing that the city’s arborist has
looked at the Garry Oaks and has approved the building and blasting plan.

This neighborhood is one of Victoria’s gems. No development that threatens the character and sensitive and
beautiful environment around here should be permitted.

Please keep me up to date on this proposal.
Sincerely,
Sandra Meigs
3011 Jackson St. |

cc. Hillside Neighborhood Action Group
cc. Mayor Lisa Helps

both hard copies and emails of this letter will be sent



Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:40 PM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Councillors

Subject: FW: Feedback on development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street

From: Tristen Weiss
Sent: September 28, 2016 9:28 AM

To: nag@quadravillagecc.com; Citizen Engagement; Councillors; Damian Graham
Subject: Feedback on development proposal for 3031 Jackson Street

To whom it may concern,

RE: Development of 3031 Jackson Street.
Our family has resided at 3020 Jackson Street for the past 14 years. It is a great area in a great city!

We were so happy to be included in the developers proposal for 3031 Jackson and to be able to
share our views about the use of said property.

After hearing from the developers we have a few concerns that we feel could be reasonably
addressed by a conscientious developer who values the continued success of the community we all
enjoy each day.

1) Vehicle Traffic/Parking concerns- The proposed 10 units will bring to our street a minimum
of 10 more vehicles. That assumes that people only have one vehicle.

The developer's idea that they will attract people who will choose alternative transportation
(bicycles) was clearly thought up by someone who has not actually riden the steep climb up
Jackson street (I do it daily but I think I am one of three on the whole street) nor were there any
suggestions as to why/how this development would actually attract those types of buyers.
(communal gardens, rain catchment systems, passive or energy efficient housing).

Jackson Street right now brings a lot of vehicle traffic looking to avoid the Quadra/Finlayson
intersection not to mention people dropping their children off at Quadra Elementary School. The
proposed developments high density and minimal parking will only exacerbate this problem.

The present estimate that each unit needs only one car space seems truly out of touch with most
household's needs. Not to mention the fact that most people's garages are filled with things other
than cars.


mailto:nag@quadravillagecc.com

2) Loss of greenspace- What the developer’s pictures don’t show is how beautiful the the lower
portion of the property is with its beautiful Garry Oaks. When people come by to visit they ask if is
a park. It is hard to understand why someone wouldn’t want to preserve this gorgeous piece of
land?? Why not a communal gardening spot and some guest parking? Rain water harvesting?
Children play area?

Build the units on the back portion of the lot and retain the beautiful entrance to the property.

Here is a great shot:
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3) Fitting in with the neighbourhood- Our area is filled with single family homes. We are a single
family and came to this area because of that. Of course the Co-Op housing development is an
exception but it provides the community with affordable housing and they have lots of parking. The
density of this proposal really isn’t fitting for this neighbourhood.

A possible solution brought up at the meeting was to only have 8 units or less in the upper area of
the proposed development and the lower area for extra guest parking spaces or greenspace.

We would hate to sound like people who are anti-development. We of course realize that many
people want to move to this beautiful area and we know there needs to be places for them. But in
20 years how nice would it be to get to the top of Jackson street and be treated to a view of trees.

Thanks so much for taking the time to read this,
Tristen, Damian, and Paisley



Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:40 PM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Councillors

Subject: FW: 3031 Jackson Street - rezoning application

From: Rosemary Pecorelli | N—
Sent: October 18, 2016 1:21 PM

To: engage@vic.ca; Councillors
Cc: nag@quadravillagecc.com
Subject: 3031 Jackson Street - rezoning application

The words of Maria Rosina Pagnotta (myself) who has no computer access - submitted at my request by my daughter

To all concerned: in response to the CALUC meeting held on April 25 regarding the rezoning of the above mentioned
property it is noted that all the concerns of the residents were captured in the minutes. From this it is still our concern
as to why this would even be on the table for negotiation. Every single homeowner that was invited to the meeting
was opposed to the project going through. Why are we, the residents, even asked to come forward with our concerns
if no one is willing to listen to us. It appears that this is just a formality to show that all the steps have been taken which
are set out in the City bylaws. These concerns that were brought up are very legitimate concerns, not only to the
residents surrounding the proposed property, but to the individuals and children which use Jackson street as the main
access route to the school. We, the residents, didn’t just pick these concerns out of a hat —they are true and just. It
seems that the meeting was just a waste of our time and effort.

The City seriously needs to do a traffic assessment to Jackson Street — especially now that school is back in

session. When | inquired about it | learned that no assessment was done. It should not be up to the existing residents to
ask for this — the City should have automatically stepped up and provided this without question. Traffic has picked up
immensely now that school is back in session and is already an issue without 10 more townhouses. We should be
thinking of the safety of our people first.

*(I have now noted that a traffic assessment was done in the first week of October — now for the results —how do we
find out the outcome)

The parking will be an added burden to the heavy traffic. It will just escalate whichever way you look at. There are
already cars parked on both sides of the street on a daily basis and makes it very difficult to drive through, especially if
there is another vehicle coming the opposite way....there is virtually no where to go but try and swerve into a near
driveway and allow them to pass through. Turning on Jackson from Finlayson is already a concern as cars are parked on
Jackson almost at the stop sign and turning on from Finlayson is very tight. The leaves have started to pile up along the
curbs which makes it virtually impossible to park — and it’s not just the trees that are proposed to be removed from the
site!!! It’s all the way down the street.

It is very frustrating to say the lease that this project is even being considered especially with all these concerns from
the residents. |, Maria Rosina Pagnotta have resided in the same home at 3027 Jackson Street for the past 60 years. My
bedroom window faces the driveway to the property — | will be 90 years old in December and go to bed peacefully every
night by 9:00pm. This is going to have a huge impact on my remaining years on this earth. The cars going back and forth
up and down the driveway at any given time will be so disruptive to my sleep and health.


mailto:engage@vic.ca

One more thing in closing......... it is noted by the residents that there was a “Lisa Helps” sign on this lawn (3031 Jackson)
during the campaign — so a Lisa helps supporter. And according to her mission ....it says:

Thank you for your attention to my concerns
Maria Rosina Pagnotta
3027 Jackson Street

*was written a few weeks ago but held off in sending pending any new business to this project that may come to our
attention i.e. the traffic assessment being one thing



March 7/2017

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria,
Centennial Square, Victoria, BC

I am writing this letter on behalf and with the permission of the members of the
Wilderness Park Co-op, a community consisting of 38 units housing @ 90 inhabitants,
bordering the proposed development at 3031 Jackson st.(Folder#REZ00520). We would
like to express some concerns that we feel we need the council to be aware of that will
impact our environment.

We are thankful that we have members who are on the mailing list of the
Hillside-Quadra Neighbourhood Action Committee, otherwise we may have missed our
opportunity to address the proposed 10 unit development @ 3031 Jackson st which our
Co-op borders on 3 of it's sides. We would imagine that both the residents of the area
and the developer would wish to resolve any issues early in this process rather than
later to respect everyone's time and resources.

The developer has requested a number of variances that we are concerned
about as we are the immediate neighbours on the North, East and South sides of the
subject property.

The most notable variances affecting us are:

- relaxation of the property setbacks on the North property line which involves
units 6 and 7. The request is for a relaxation from the prescribed 7.5m as laid
out in zone R-] to a setback of 3.0m, which is a significant request.

- relaxation of the property setback on the East property line which involves units
8-10. This is also prescribed to be 7.5m in the applicable zone with the request
to be relaxed to 5.1m for units 8 & 9 and 4.5m for unit 10.

Our concerns with these 2 relaxation requests revolve around the proximity to
our property lines, which will be a considerable adjustment from the current residence,
which is @ 13m from our property line. Units 8-10 will have a significant impact on our
community due to the fact that this particular location shares a fence line with our
Co-op’s communal space that is used for gatherings throughout the year and we
currently enjoy the feeling of reasonable privacy from our immediate neighbour. This
area is also the home of our well-used playground that will only have a buffer of 4.5m
with the current proposal, this is to the rear of the buildings non-inclusive of the rear
patio area.

The developer is citing tree preservation as the primary driver for the siting of
the proposed building layout. This seems counter intuitive to many of us, if tree
preservation is paramount perhaps reducing the number of units and providing ample
spacing from neighbours would achieve the desired result.

Our wish would be for just that, a reduction of the number of units and the preservation
of the prescribed setbacks of 7.5m as laid out in zone R-].




This would achieve a number of positives in our eyes:
- as the 3031 property is a sloping site West towards Jackson st, the 7.5m
placement would reduce the perception of height over us due to the natural

grade.
- tree preservation would be achieved through fewer units taking advantage of

natural buffering of irreplaceable mature trees dotting both properties.

- reducing the number of units will reduce the number of required parking spaces
as zoning requires 1.5 spaces per unit. A later paragraph will explain the parking
concerns.

The reason for concerns around the parking is based upon the fact that most
households today are multi-vehicle (most often 2), to this we can attest as our Co-op
members often need to park off property due to insufficient on site parking spaces.
Assuming 10 units are built and 15 parking spaces are available, and the majority of
households have 2 vehicles the excess will be required to park on Jackson street which
already has many vehicles parked on it. Should the development reduce the units from
10 to perhaps 8, 12 spaces would be required on site with the possibility of adding more
on site parking as these spaces could be placed strategically with tree preservation in

mind.

With the area density being increased by this development, which frankly has
already been largely achieved due to the Co-op itself , street parking will become
increasingly taxed and consideration needs also to be given to visitors to these
dwellings.
In the developer’s letter to council (October 10/2016), he noted that Jackson is
already an arterial connector which I don’t argue, the problem lies in the fact that it is
currently very busy at peak hours and it has been of such a concern in the past that the
city has already installed traffic calming speed humps along the street in an effort to
bring the traffic speeds down over the apex of Jackson st. Adding density to this
neighbourhood will compound the traffic issues that are present when attempting to

turn onto Finlayson rd.

We recognize there is potential on this site and there is likely to be development
occurring at some point in the future and don't wish to come across as NIMBYs but we
feel we need to make our concerns known as we comprise a significant portion of the
Summit Park neighbourhood.

There were a number of our members that attended the initial community
association meeting where Mr. McNeil spoke on behalf of the development, and we
found most if not all the seats full of SFD homeowners from the area who also had

concerns surrounding the proposed application.

Respectfully,
- Graeme Tuck
PR DR L
22-1120 Summit ave
Victoria, BC
V8T 2P7




We, the members of Wilderness Park Co-op, hereby acknowledge with our signatures
that we are in full support of the attached letter outlining our concerns regarding the
proposed development @ 3031 Jackson st (Folder#REZ00520).
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Ben Isitt (Councillor)

Sent: Monday, May 01, 2017 1:39 PM
To: Noraye Fjeldstad

Cc: Councillors

Subject: FW: 3031 Jackson

From: Mario Pagnotta | EEEG——
Sent: April 3, 2017 4:00 PM

To: Ben Isitt (Councillor)
Subject: 3031 Jackson

Another bullshit excuse from the city of Victoria .doug from public works said today they will not be reprinting the
yellow lines on Jackson st for there is no manpower to do the work and they are 5 years behind add on that the corrupt
mayor helps won't requse herself from the 3031 developement vote when her election signs were all over that property
before she was elected | guess I'm going to the news with this one!

Sent from my iPhone



